We explain the common attributes, existing synergies, mutual benefits, and natural limits of open approaches that need to be taken into account when developing and implementing policies and strategies to advance openness in organizations. We argue that librarians and other information specialists can make important contributions in promoting a holistic open culture in education, workplaces, communities, and society; and we identify a continuum of nine potential roles as recommended operational, tactical, and strategic interventions for information professionals, individually and collectively. Practitioners can use the models and tools presented to gain a fuller understanding of the concept of openness and its implications for libraries and their parent institutions; and, more significantly, to review, evaluate, and determine their own current and future roles as advocates, collaborators, and leaders of the open movement.
The Open Movement
Open has been asserted as "the default modus operandi for research and higher education" (eInfranet, 2013) (Orcutt, 2014) , and a surge of interest in massive open online courses (MOOCs), evidenced by recent literature, including an environmental scan from ACRL, and a case study of the copyright and permission service at Duke University (Fowler & Smith, 2013; Kazakoff-Lane, 2014; Kaushik, 2015) .
Partnership approaches are the dominant model here, with initiatives such as the Global Open Knowledgebase (GOKb) developing open linked data for electronic resource management and scholarly communication using a communitymanaged approach (Hanson, Song & Wilson, 2015) , and the Open Library of Humanities, which is also based on library partner contributions, with libraries funding infrastructure developmentrather than purchasing individual journals-in a groundbreaking project enabling humanists to experiment with new models of open access publishing (Eve & Edwards, 2015) . Public libraries are also engaging with the open agenda; for example, by hosting open data hackathons and exploring other ways of working with the open data community, while also strengthening links with local government (Carruthers, 2014) . (Corrall & Pinfield, 2014) .
Definitions of Openness
Interpretations of "open" vary for different stakeholder and practitioner groups, especially in the commercial arena (e.g., open standards) and for emergent areas (e.g., open peer review). In some cases, concepts and terms used for one area of practice have been adopted and adapted for another domain. Thus Suber (2012, pp. 65, 66) uses terminology from open source software to define two "sub-species" of open access:
Gratis OA is free of charge . . . Users must still seek permission to exceed fair use. Gratis OA removes price barriers but not permission barriers.
Libre OA is free of charge and also free of some copyright and licensing restrictions . . . Libre OA removes price barriers and at least some permission barriers.
In other cases, practitioners have developed their own specific frameworks and meanings for concepts and terms that have more general application, such as the "4 Rs" framework for open educational resources (Wiley, 2010, p. 6 
):
 Reuse: the right to reuse the content in its unaltered/verbatim form (e.g., make a backup copy of the content) (Archambault, Caruso & Nicol, 2014, October, p. 20) . The complexity of the OA landscape is illustrated by the plethora of interpretations in that field alone. As Archambault et al. (2014, April, p. 4) (Peters, 2010; Willinsky, 2005) . Others have used Boyer's (1990; 1996) model of scholarship as discovery, integration, application, teaching, and engagement to promote a holistic view of open/social scholarship in the digital world (Greenhow & Gleason, 2014; Scanlon, 2014 Share not just the content that MIT uses in teaching-the original OCW model-but also explicit information on how we teach at MIT. This will potentially include pedagogical statements from and interviews with participating faculty, links to exemplary teaching practices, showcases of educational innovations, and other framing information that places the content shared in context of our teaching philosophies.
Such relationships and dependencies are a key feature of the evolving landscape, which mean that policy interventions in one area can have beneficial effects in other domains, as depicted in Figure 2 (see Appendix; Corrall & Pinfield, 2014, p. 301) . have a shared "commitment to the unrestricted exchange of information and ideas," evidenced in their shared associations with transparency, public good, and public accountability (resonating with the interests of policy makers). Secondly, they are governed by common "economic principles," based on the efficacy of free knowledge resources, an economy of recognition, and the existence of "free-or-subscribe" models. Thirdly, they have shared characteristics derived from their commitment and principles. We argue that the de facto interconnectedness between open domains that continues to develop is a fourth commonality (Corrall & Pinfield, 2014) .
The Case for Coordination and Integration
In addition, open initiatives share several common attributes: they are generally driven by the impulse of intellectual curiosity; they support an economy of reputation building; and are facilitated by motivation for "competitive sharing." They also offer significant common benefits for institutions and individuals, such as visibility and impact, reuse, innovation and agility, cost effectiveness, quality enhancement, and reputation and trust (e-Infranet, 2013; Read, 2011) . The potential benefits of openness are important factors to consider when formulating policies or strategies within institutions. It is also important to acknowledge there are "natural" limits to openness, such as the exclusion of royalty-generating literature; restrictions on sharing personal data and commercial information; the existence of a strong mixed economy for software; and selectivity in sharing educational resources arising from concerns about quality, competitiveness, and other issues (Corrall & Pinfield, 2014) .
Where Do We Go From Here?
The different open domains are at various stages of evolution and maturity. Open approaches continue to be promoted by diverse communities of practice, but often on parallel tracks, with little or no practical connection between them.
Initiatives are being managed at multiple levelsinstitutional, consortial, national, and international-but with insufficient collaboration and coordination to realize their full potential. The open domains are predicated on shared values; they have common goals and face similar practical issues (e.g., intellectual property rights, business models, sustainability). Librarians and other information specialists are already doing great work in many areas: they have a long history of involvement in open access; they are engaging with the challenges of open data and doing pioneering work on open textbooks (Clobridge, 2015; Corrall, Kennan, & Afzal, 2013; Pinfield, 2015) .
Libraries are especially well placed to exploit the synergies and opportunities across the whole open arena, and have the capacity to make operational, tactical, and strategic interventions that will deliver real benefits to their communities and society. Many of the problems identified by others play to our strengths, for example:
Repository development and implementation presents numerous challenges related to intellectual property rights, data curation, long-term preservation, infrastructure development and interoperability. (Archambault et al., 2014, April, p. 6) There is also an urgent need for active monitoring of developments globally, which the profession has the expertise, networks, and structures to do. Archambault and colleagues (2014, April, p. 15) have issued an important warning:
Many mandates being promulgated at the moment run the risk of favouring a shift from BEPA [Back End Paid Access] to FEPA [Front End Paid Access], from inaccessibility to inequality. The key area where libraries could-and arguably should-make a substantial contribution is in policy and strategy development for their institutions and communities. Some libraries and information services have prior experience of institutional information strategies from the 1990s, from which lessons can be learned for the open era (Bernbom, 1997; Hughes, 1997; Michalko, 2000) . We can also look to management science and other arenas for models and frameworks. Ackoff's (1970) classic concept of interactive planning, based on the principles of participation, continuity, and holism, would be a good fit for a concerted effort to develop a unified strategy. The three principles incorporate a stakeholder approach, real-time strategy making, and middle-up-down planning, with the process conceived as:
 Participative-everyone who could be affected by the plans should be directly involved or represented in the planning process, to build understanding and help implementation  Continuous-plans should be continuously revised in light of their performance, unexpected developments, and the latest information, to anticipate and respond to changes in the environment  Holistic-every part of a system and every level of it should be planned for simultaneously and interdependently, to coordinate and integrate multiple units and different levels
Another model for consideration is Kipling's (1902F) questions, also known as the 5W1H problem-solving method (or WWWHWaW0), which is used in journalism, engineering, and management, and similarly as an observational framework in social research (Patton, 2002 
